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FOREWORD !

. This report describes the results of a study of the participation —

©f the independent sector of higher education in statewide planning
for postsecondary education. It is an update and expansion of an ear-
1ier study by the same authgr “Statewide Planning and Private Higher
Education." The twofold purpose of this study is to provide informa-
tion on the operational relationships between the independent sector

and state planning agencies and\phe issues and accomplishments of the -
e

lanning for postsecondary education.
The first study reported on statewide planning and independent
" higher education through 1975 from the perspective of state agencies
having planning responsibilities in postsecondary education. This
report covers independent sector participation in statewide planning
through spring 1978 and the perceptions of both state agencies and
independent sector associations regarding the level, success and po-
tential problems of this-participation.

independent sector in statewid

The results of Dr. Jay L. Chronister's first study demonstrated
the need for a State-National Information Network for Independent
Higher Education, sponsored by the National Institute of Independent
Colleges and Universities and the State Associations' Executive Coun-
cil. It gives us special pleasure to sponsor the update of this study
by Dr. Chronister as a publication of this Network which is partially

funded by grants from the Ford Foundation and the Lilly Endowment, Inc.

This report clearly delineates the commonijssues of concern to
both sectors for successful statewide planning, particularly in the
forthcoming era of demographic decline among the traditional age co-
hort. It also describes mechanisms that have resulted in successful -
participation in state-planning activities in both sectors.

We would like to give special thanké_to the state agencies and the
independent state associations who participated in the survey, to Dr.
Chronister's research assistants -- Elizabeth Flanagan and Michael M.
Myers -- who assisted in the tabulation and analysis of the data, and
finally to Dr. Chronister for his outstanding research and repomting
on a topic of increasing importance to all of higher education.™

Virginia Ann Fadil
~James Olliver
November 1973 -



- the report rests with the author.

e - PREFACE -

-

This report presents the results of a study of the participation
of the independent sector of higher education in statewide planning
for postsecondary education. The purpose is to provide a body of
knowledge to those affected by, and those involved in, the decision
making in this evolving public policy arena.

The study could' not have been comp]eted without the cooperation
of the staff members of state agencies and independent college asso-
ciations who graciously gave of their time in completing the survey -
instrument which was utilized to gather the data for this investiga-
tMon. The support and encouragement of James Olliver and Virginia
Fadil of the State-National Informatign Netwqrk, Nationat Institute °
of Independent Colleges and Universities, was critical to completion
of the project.

The time consuming task of collating, tabulating and 1nterpret1ng
the survey responses fet? heavily upon the shoulders of Betsy Flanagan
and Michael Myers who are doctoral students in the Center for the

Stydy of Higher Education at the University of Virginia and who served

as research assistants on the project. A special thank you to Becky
Zellers who assisted in the mailings, typed and retyped drafts of the
report, and generally arranged the author's talendar to keep the pro-
ject on schedule. However, after acknowledging the contributions of
all who were involved, the full responsibility for the conclusions of

~

Jay L. Chronister -

i
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INTRODUCT ION

P

Ouring the decade of the 1970's, the relationships between the
states and the tndependent sector of higher education have become a
major public policy issue. In terms of broad policy studies and
recommendations at the national level, leadership has been provided
by g National Council of Independent Colleges and Universities,]

and “8§s sucessor, the National Institute of Independent Colleges and
Univérsities, the Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher Educa-
tion,2 the Education Commission of the States,3 and recently by the
Brookings Institution.4 Since 1971 there have been several definitive
studies of the constitutional issues involved in state aid for inde-
pendent higher'education, as well as analyses of the types of aid
being provided-to independent institutions and/or their students.

The issues involved in state planning for postsecondary education
and the role of the independent sector in the planning process have
gained increased attention in the past few years. Several recent re-
ports have set forth cases for the involvement of the independent
sector in the planning process, and a few studigs have analyzed aspects
of the existing planning relationship. Wilson,” in a recent Study uti-
lizing a telephone survey, investigated the extent and forms of indepen-
dent college participation in long range planning, new program approval,
existing program review, and satisfaction with these activities.

L ]

1A National Policy for Private Higher Education: The Report of a Task
torce of the National Council of Independent Colleges and Universities.
Washington, D.C.: Association of American Colleges, 1974.

2The States and Private Higher Education: Problems and Policies in a
New Era. San Francisco, Calif.: Jossey-Bass Publishers, 1977.

3Final Report and Reconmendations: Task Force on State Policy and In-
pendent Higher Education. nver, Col.: Education Commission o

the States, Report No. 100, .1377.

4Breneman, David W. and Finn, Chester E., Jr. (eds.), Public Policy and
Private Higher Education. Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institu-
tion, 1978. '

SWilson, Richard F., Private College Long Range Planning and Program

Review Relationships With Statewide Higher Education Agencies Through-
out the States, Technical Report. Ann Arbor, Michigan: Center for

- the Study of Higher Education, University of Michigan, December 30,
1977.
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Wilson's study utilized executive officers of statewide higher educa-
tion agencies and independent college assoctations as the survey

population. :

. Tnhe Final Report and Regommend}ttons of the ECS Task force on

| State Policy and Independent Higher tducation included three specific
| recommendations regarding statewide planning and independent higher
education.

“Statewide planning should be concerned with issues involving

the independent sector, and postsecondary education including -
the independent sector should be accorded full participation in
state planning and coordination."

The state's planning approach to independent institutions wil)
favor one of two alternatives: a student-centered approach,
which emphasizes a fair market, or an institution-centered
approach, which emphasizes the development of an efficient net-
work of institutional opportunits . Most states employ an .
intermediate 3pproach, with som¢ =+ ure of these two elements.
The choice of emphasis should be Dased upon the state's goal for
postsecondary education, its assessment of the actual and poten-
tial contribution made by the independent sector to those goals,
its legal structure and its history and traditions of education

development. "

“State policy makers should be sensitive to the protection and
enhancement of institutional integrity in public and indepen-
dent institutions alike, especially in those areas where it is,.
most important-to the vitality and effectiveness of the educz-
tional process. Institutional leaders should recogniza the
concessions to institutional autonomy that are made necessary
under conditions of state support."6

\]

The study reported in the following pages is an update and expan-
sion of an earlier_study entitled "Statewide Planning and Private
Higher Education."’ The current study was designed *¢ provide infor-
mation on 1) operational relationships between state postsecondary
educational planning ageéncies and independent sector institutions, and
2) the issues and achievements vis-a-vis indeoendent cullege involve-
ment in the planning process.

Final Report and Recommendations, op.-Cit., p. ix.

TChronister, Jay L., "Statewide Planning and Private Higher Education."
Special Report, Number PA. Denver, Col.: Education Commission of the

States, 1976.




The spectfic purposes of the study are myltifaceted:

1. Yo fdentify the extent and nature of independent college
participation tn statewide postiecondary education planaing and t~
compare this participation with that of public fnstitutions. :

2. To tdentify the types of operationa! relationships which
exist between the independ@at institutions and the statewide post-
secondary education planning agency in terms of the types of data
provided by the independent colleges. )

3. To assess the relative success of the state planning agency
fn a) involving the independent sector in planning and policy develop-
ment, and, b) in planning for effective ytilization of independent
resources in the best interest of the state, as perceived py the state
agency and the independent sector.. _

4. To identify the major agenda items regarding independent
higher education that must be addressed in the next several years in
state planning for postsecondary education. .

Information for the study was acquired through use of & ques-
tionnaire mailed to the suryey population which included 'statewide
postseconddry education planning agencies (1202 commissions), state-
wide public institution governing/coordinating agencies, and statewide
independent college associations. The purpose of involving both the
public agencies and the state independent associations wds 40+gain the
perceptions and perspectives of both sectors on the issues under study.

The study was conducted during the Spring and Summer of 1978 and
the distridbution of agencies responding to the survey is set forth in
Table 1.

TABLE 1
RESPONDENTS TO THE STuDY

" Type of Agency N 1 !
~ Public |
| A. Statewide Coordinating 7 _8.0
B. Statewide Governing 11208
C. Postsecondary Education
Commission (PEC) 17 19.3
D. Coordinating Board/PEC 16 18.2
E. Governing Board/PEC 3 . 3.4
Independent .
A. State Association - 34 38.6
Total Agencies Responding 88 100.0

12
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The pub]1c coord1nat1ng, governing, and 1202>agencresv1n;a11'fffty..

'states plus the District of Columbia were included in the original sur-
vey population. A response was received from all but two stqtes ‘and

-among the fifty-four public agency responses in Table 1 are six states

from which surveys were returned from two public agencies in each .
state. In the analyses whith follow, only the public agency with comt-
prehensive higher education or postsecondary education plranning re-

.sponsibilities from multiple response states will be included, unless .

otherwise indicated. In addition, the response from Wyoming has g@en
deleted since there are- no 1ndependént institutions in that state’.

The th1rty-four independent- association responses representggs
percent of the 40 states w1th an estab11shed state association of*

1ndependent colleges. . . L _ N

The findings of the study are set forth pr1mar11y in descriptive
terms. The'.intent of the analysis is twofold: first, to des¢r1be the

current status. of the independent college sectors: involvement: 'in state’

planning for postsecondary.education as defined by bdth the indepen--
dent sector agency and the state agency responsible for postsecondary
education plann1ng, and second, to analyze and describe any perceived
differences in th% responses from the two sectors. . .
L

It was assumed at _the outset of the study that in describing the
-current deve]opments in state planning for postsecondary education,
with a goal of :assessing the role and function of the independent sec-
tor in the process, that the expectations of what that role should be
would vary considerably among the states and between sectors of higher
.education within the states. In addition to a presentation of aggre-
gate data as_supplied by ali pub11c and all independent agencies and
associations, specific attention is given to responses from states

where responses from both the state agency and the .independent college

association have been received. Significant contrasts in response to
the same questions will be highlighted as centra] or potent1a1 areas.
of po]1cy concern. ‘ .

S v



SECTION T -

I CURRENT STATUS OF STATE PLANNING FOR POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

L M - -

. For this section of the study, the survey population was requested

S . . to provide information as to the existence of a state master plan for
Ty . - postsecondary edugation and whether the role and function of the inde-

- . *< _  pendent sector collegés were set forthi-in the plan. The responses to

' ‘ the ser1es of quest1ons related to this area are set forth in Tab]e 2.

- . " Among the forty-seven states for wh1ch a usabTe response was
o ) _-received from the public agency, twenty-seven' (57.4%) of the states
.7 have a published master plan for postsecondary education according .to
-. - . the respending agency. Within twenty-five of those plans the agencies
. reported that the role .and function of the independent sector are set -
- forth. Of the thirty-four responses from state independent college
S associations, twenty reported the existence of a state master plan and
e - fifteen reported that the role and funct1on of the 1ndependent sector '
: are set forth in the ptan. ‘
In attempt to ascertain the congruence of responses to’these
questions from both the public agency and,independent agency within
the same state, an analysis of data from th1rty one states for which . .
- responses were received from agencies in both sectors wds undertaken. * ,
Among these thirty-one states, twenty of the public agencies -and nine-.
teen of the independent associations cited the existence of a master
plan. Nineteen (95%) of the public agencies and fourteen (73.7%) of
the indeperident agencies citing the existence of & master plan stated
that the role and function of the independent sector were set forth-in-,
the plan. Although there is only an-aggregate difference of one in
: , responses between the sectors in the statement of the existence of a.
- ~ -master plan, actual -differences in sector response were evident in
’ : five states. In other words, public agencies in thrge states cited
_ the existence of a master p]an while the independent agencies in-
those states cited no plan. Conversely, independent agencies in two-‘.
other states cited the existence of a plan while the state agency in
each of those states indicated no plan existed. This lack of con-
gruence carried over into responses to the question of the statement
of the role and function of the independent sector in the state plan
where d1fferences were noted in seven states. .

- ' : : The d1screpanc1es ev1dent in the'responses from the th1rty one
states indicate a difference in the expectations of respondents
which will become evident in other analyses which follow. Several

- f , *Appendix'A provides an ana]ysis of these state responses on a number
- . of variables. . .

3
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comments made by respond;§%s are illustrative of why the d1screpanc1es F oo T e
occur. In terms of the discrepancy on the existence of a master pﬂan‘ g-;,j"’;.f;*
several respondents indicated that tMe existing document was not in 1'1\.t L
actuality a plan but an inventory of educational resources and inone * °.~
instance was specifically cited as representing only?the, public ‘sector . T
and not the independent sector. This difference became more pronounced {{
in analyzing the degree to which the role and function.of ‘the 1ndepen-u
dent sector were set forth within the plan. The common area of dis-
crepancy revolved around the po1nt that citing the independent insti- .
tutions and/or their programs is not in fact describing their role a
functian.. From a. policy perspective this is an issue-which must be,/

/

resolved if master planning is to be effective. : -/

s
NN

In an attempt to ascertain the current status‘of the planning = St
process, the survey population was asked if the ‘update of an ex1st1ng .“~f\} B ”
plan or the development of a new master plan was a current_project ip' . I
the state.. As indicated in Table 2, Part C, thirty of the pub11c,and\ -
twenty of the independent agencies responded in the aff1rmat1ve < Uti- ‘*i“§;
lizing a state-by-state analysis, ten -of the public agencies which had . sifﬁxgwfué
earlier indicated that no plan existed in their state )dent1f1ed the B YA SN
deve]opment of a plan as a current’ progect K P \“A'?rﬁme.-f

As shown in Table 2 twenty- -nine of the thirty pub]1c agenc1es ) T SR
and eighteen of the twenty independent agencies, which stated a plan - i f
was being updated or developed, also state that the role and funct1on ‘
of the independent sector will be set ferth in the plan. ' L N,



TABLE 2

. CURRENT STATUS OF STATE PLANNING FOR o
. > POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION AS IDENTIFIED BY RESPONDING
PUBLIC AGENCIES AND INDEPENDENT COLLEGE ASSOCIATIONS ~ -

A. Does your state have a published master plan for post--
secondary education? ’ : ’ :

NT% N2 N

Public Agency ' _ 27.51.4 20 42.6 47.
" Independent College ASsociation 20 ,58.8 ‘T4, 41.2 34 i

-

B. Are the role and perceived function of the independent

‘college sector set forth in the plan? : s e
. Public Agency " 25 92.6
s Independent College Association 15 25.0_

S

- v

C. Is a plan now being updated or quefoﬁed?

Public Agency 30 68.2 14 .31.8 44
‘Tndependent College As§ociation . 20 58.8 14 ;41.2 34

A

D.. Will~the role and function of the independent sector. be
(P, specified in the plan under development? )
F

Public Agency ' 29 96.6 o
Independent College Association 18 -.90.0 T

In response to the question of whether a master, plan was being
. developed or updated, of the thirty-one states for"ﬁch-matched re-
“sponses could be analyzed, twenty-one public agencies “indicated an
update or development of a plan is in progress and all- twenty-one
indicate that the plan will include a specificatiom of the role and,
function of the independent sector. Among the thirty-one independent
association respondentg, nineteen acknowledge the development or up-

date of a plan at the state level with seventeen stating that the role

anﬁ'function of the’independent sector will be set forth in the plan.

An analysis of responses to questions in this section of the sthdy
indicates the developmental status'hf comprehensive statewide planning

-7-

16

Yes - - No, Total |-
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for postsecondary educat1on in many states. While approx1mate1y 58
percent of the responding states indicated the existence of a master
plan for postsecondary education, there was a d1screpancy in the re-
sponses from the public agencies and independent agencies as to whe-
ther the role and function of the independent sector were set forth in

‘- the plan. This discrepancy carried over- into the.responses as to whe--

ther the development or update of a master plan was a current project
in the state, -and if so, whether the independent sector's role and:

functYBu“wou1d be sqé’forth in that p1an oy

1

The reasons for _these discrepancies w111 become ev1dent in the
sections which follow.! ‘ : . AR .

LN
.
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OSECTION I 7w U
T . g
NATURE OF INDEPENDENT SECTOR INVOLVEMENT IN PLANNING

,sg;—//’ One of the major purposes of this study was to detefmihe the na-

ture of the independent sector involvement in the planning process for
postsecondary education, to identify the strategies or structures

- through which the involvement was achieved and to determine the amount
- of agreement between the public and independent agencies on these
items. Thirty-two of forty-five responding public agencies and twenty- -

four of thirty-four responding independent agencies stated that there
was written provision at the state level for involvement of the inde-
pendent sector in state postsecondary education planning (Table 3).
THese written provisions most often took the form of statutes or execu-

tive orders.
ES

-

TABLE 3
»V-TIS'THERE WﬁITTEN PROVISION AT THE STATE LEVEL FOR

INVOLVEMENE OF THE INDEPENDENT SECTOR IN STATE POSTSECONDARY PLANNING?

) ‘ . —
o Yes. No | Total
Responding Agency N ¢ . N % « Responses
PubTic .32 7N .13 289 45
-Independent College - .

Association 28 70.6 10 29.4 34

The mechanisms through which the independent institutions are
involved in the planning process are set forth ip Table 4. Included
in Appendix B of this report are tables which show-the state-by-state
listing of involvement strategies as reported by individual responding
agencies. . - ’ . :

An analysis of responses from the forty-seven responding states-
jndicated that the most common approach was through iridependent sector
voting representation on the st agency responsible for planning
(1202 agency), or where an agenz§f§$§§onsib1e for public-higher educa-
tion was designated as the 1202 co sion, through membership on the
committee with advisory responsibility to the designated agency. The

" direct contact from the planning dgency to individual institutions as

a means of involvement was the most frequently-cited strategy by pub-

. 1ic agencies and was usually utilized in combination with another

strategy. .Reéponses to the survey indicated that the mechanisms for

ﬂ
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participation varied cons1derab1y among the states and that in most -
states multiple avenues for participation are provided.

-

A . >
o . TABLE 4/ N

: MECHANISMS THROUGH‘HHICH INDEPENDENT COLLEGES IN TWENTY-FIVE ..
STATES PARTICIPATE ‘IN STATEWIDE PLANNING FOR POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

i : Reported by ,
b o Independent ° Reported by -
T 3 ! L Associations State Agencies
Mechanisms ‘ : . N 34 - N=47
Through voting membership on the ]
state agency responsible for _
postsecondary education planning 13 16

Through a ¢ommittee of 1ndependent
college presidents acting in an
- advisory role to the planning
agency 10 .13
. Through a council of independent
" .colleges acting in an advisory , y
role to the planning agency 12 - 12

Direct contact from the planning
agency to individual institutions 11 .23
+ Through membership on-a representa- . w
~ tive advisory committee to the ,
planning agency : 8 15 .
Participation on task forces, sub-
committees, ad hoc committees ’ 7 ' 8

-

The types of planning act1v1¢1es and level of participation in

. wh1ch the indepéndent cGlledes are involved‘through the previously

¢ited mechanisms are set forth in Table 5. In order to assess the

level of participation and in order to provide a point of comparison,

both -the public agency and the independent association in each state
were requested to identify, for both sectors, the planning activities
in which each was involved, utilizing a level of participation scale
of 0 to 3. Table 5 sets forth the rating sca]e and the median rating
derived for each act1v1ty by sector .

The ?o]]ow1ng observa¢1ons can be made from the data:- 1) with few
exceptions, both the public and independent agencies repoﬁ‘"a publtc
institution participation at a higher level of involvement in the se-
lected planning activities than the independent institutions; and
2) in general ,s the independent agencies reported both public and inde-
pendent ‘institution“participation at a lower level thanidid the public

agene1es : _ L

=10-
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TABLE § )
MEDIAN LEVELS OF ‘PlB'LIc AND INDEPENDENT INSTITUTION PARTICIPATION IN . a 7‘/
o SELECTED POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION PLANNING ACTIVITIES AS REPORTED ° ,
/ . BY PUBLIC AGENCIES AND INDEPENDENT COLLEGE AGENCIES ’
Al - , ‘ M
\ - - . ‘ —
‘ Pu@Hc Sector Participation Independent Sector Participatiom
",; . v . as reported by . 25 reported by
S L Public - Independent Public Independent
Types of Planning Activities - Agency . Agency Agency Meney - .
— - I ' -
e . . , )
. ldentification of short-term educational needs of the state Jl 1.5 , 165 © 0.9
. Tdentification of long-term educationa] needs of the state 244 210 e bow
. ldentification of changing economic conditions with o ,
implications for postsecondary education 1.97 1.5 & ) 1.9 0.8
. Appraisal of plans, needs and utilization of resources A R
of public institutions 2.50 2.00 1.0 0.61
. Appraisal of plans, needs and utilization of resources '
. of independent institutions 0.42 0.3 190 1.9
. Developrent of statewide enrollment proJectwns 2.4 1.56 1.5 1,14
.. Development of new academic offermgs in public
fnstitutions ‘ 2.67 .5 0.78 0.50°
. Development of new academic offerings in independent : )
- institutions . 0.3 2.17, 0.8 0.3
. Distribution of state subs1d1es to students/institutions \
in the pubfe sector 2,25 2,00 0.4 0.19°
. Distribution of state subsidies to students/mst1tutwns . '
m the mdependent sector 0.2 0.4 2N 2.00

0= No involvement ' ‘
1 = Passive involvement -- plans and materials sent to institutions for review and coment, but no meetings are held uith institutional

sentatives :
ﬁv e involvenent -- by meeting with all affected parties to review materials with an opportunity to make mod1f1cat1ons
1 involvement -~ by neetings/discusstons prior to development of materfals with an opportunitv for all sectors $0 set assumotions,

frame questions, and make mod1f1cat1ons

\
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" THBLE 54 ‘
' . 'TfﬁES{AND OEGREE OF INDEPEXDENT COLLEGE PARTICIPATION AS
REPORTED BY STATE hGENC[E AND INDEPENDENT COLLEGE ASSOCIATIONS
ol . '[ . - ‘. . ) — “
- | Voo © Level of Participation as Level of Participation as Reported by
o T ’ - ' Reported by State Agencies State Independent College Assqciations
o tesaf Pming Ativities » o . . . .6 1 2 3. oo 23
! ' - ) - * . ‘. ' . .
A Hentification of short-term educationd] needs'of thestate - M 1w N 9 N 3 7
8. Ldentification of long-tern educational needs of the state m o9 m 6 9 6 8
' C, Identification of changing economic conditions and the =«
mplfcations of ghe changes fof postsecondary educatton % 12 1 8 0 NN 6
0. Appraisal of the plans, needs, and utilization of resources . \
. of public tnstitutions a 6 n 1 o 3] |
£, Appraisal of the plans, needs, and utilization of resources :
L of independent mstitutj B 3-nN B 057 8
iy F. Bevelopment of statewide’ enrollnent projections B 10 n N 8 9 8 5
“| 6, Developrent of new academic program offerings in public -
Jnstitutions: . 2 9 n U5 4 5
| K. Development of new academic program offerings in ‘ . : oo
independent institutions 8 1 I % 3, 4 6
1. .Distribution of state subsidies/allocations to s_tudents , B
© and/or institytions in the public sector % 6 7 1 . a 6 3 0
_ o | Ju Distribution of state subsidies/allocations to students . '
and/or nstitutions in the independent sector o B 0 9 0 , 12 non
. Other R noooo2 S Y . ‘
! Ll\ . ) ' . ' —2

0 = Ko involvement ']

.1 = Passive involvement -- plans and materfals sent to fnstitutions for revieu and comeent, but no peetings are held mh 1nst1tutional
representatives’ :

2 = Active {nvolvement -- by meeting with all affected parties to revieu raterfals with an opportunity to make mdificmons

'3 = Fyl] involvement -- by meetings/discussions prior to development of mterials with an opportdnity for all sectors to set assuapt fons,
frame questions, and-make modifications

~7



TABLE 58 |
St o TYPES AND DEGREE OF PUBLIC COLLEGE PARTICIPATION IN
" © " SELECTED STATENIDE PLANNING ACTIVITIES AS REPORTED BY THE
T STATE AGENCIES AND THE INDEPENDENT COLLEGE ASSOCIATIONS
- Leve! of Pa&1c1pat10n 2 Level of Participation as Reported by
| |  Reported by State Agencies State Independent Cotldge Associations
Types of Planning Activities .o 1R R 01 2 3
A ldentification of short-tern dducationa] needs of e state  § 4 15 2 B35 49
B, ldentification of long-term educatfonal needs of the state g 2 B U 7 & 5 00
(. ldentification of changing economic conditions and the . , ‘ o~ ¢
“implications of the changes for postsecondary education g 9 B 05 y 3 8 ¥
0. Appraisal of the plans, needs, and utilization of resources ' ) . ,
of public fnstitutions ; n o n.a 9 2.6 9
E. Appraisal of the plans, needs, and utilization of resources : L \
of independent institutions o % 6 9. 6 n 5 3 2 /
F. Development of statewide enrollment projections - vy 4 n.on 9 A4 8 6 :
6. Development of new academic program offerings in public - ‘
institutions _ noo1r 1 08 8 2 3 N1
H. Develoment of new academic progrdm offerings in. K ,
independent institutions % 6 5 2 | Y Y S
1. Distribution of state subsidies/allocations to students "
andfor institutions in the public sector . B0 1 0 ¢ 2 5 N
J. Distribution of state subsidies/allocations to students. :
- and/or institutions in the independefit sector % 6 1 6 1L S R B
'K, Other o nmoe o1 8 0 0

0 = No fnvolvement . .
1 = Passive nvolvement -- plans and materials sent to. {nstitutions for review and coment, but no meetings are held with ntitutioml
representatives . '
2+ Active fnvolvenent -- by meeting with 211 affected parties to review materials with an opportunity to make modifications ,.Z
tions,

3o Full fnvolvement -~ by meetings/discussions prior,to development of materdals with an opportunity for 211 sectors to set assump

frame questions, and make modifications
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In analyzing state-by-state responses to this particular area of
questions on the survey instrument, those states which appear to bave
a well.organized state independent association and a history of public-
independent working relationship, had the highest levels of agreement

.on the responses to the questions. These same states also had the in-

_ dependent sector most highly involved in the identification of short-
" term and long-term educational needs of the state, changing economic
~ conditions, and the development of statewide enro11ment projections

From an institutional perspective. those activities which are
conceived of as being .the -province of-local institutional dectsion- -
making received a much lower rating of involvement for the independent
sector than for the public sector. The cdse in point is the difference
in ratings.for involvement of institutions from both sectors in_ the

. development of new academic offerings in each sector. The 1ndependept

governance structure of the independent sector of higher education pre-
cludes (with-a few exceptions where public agencies have statutory
authority to review and approve new programs or degree level offerings)
the statewjde review and approval procedures for this sector as opposed
to the review and approval procedures to which new academic programs
are subject in the public sector.

’{ Based upon ana1ysis of the actual responﬁas from the agencies, a
large

r proportion of indepehdent associations cited no involvement or
passive involvement in the planning activities for both puBTTE‘a$g
independent institutions than did the public agencies. Several
tors are instructive in analyzing this difference. First, the struc-
¢ure of the majority of the responding state agencies is such that
there is a greater degree of interaction between the agency and the

1ic institutions in terms of a coordinating or governing function,
therefore, much more continuous communication exists between the

y and the institutiond. Second, the involvement of the indepen-
dent sector is, with a few -exceptions, relatively new and evolving.

In addition, the development of state ‘associations of independent in-

stitutions with adequate administrative support personnel is a develop-
ing situation in many states, and the int jon of the independent
sector with state agencies is not yet highly coordinated or unified.

A third factor which must be recognized is th effect of statutory and
constitutional constraints on state involvemen tters construed

to be the prov1nce of the independent institution and vice versa.

Underlying an effective p1ann1ng progess at the|state lTevel -is
the acquisition of appropriate and timely data upon which to base
decision-making. If the independent se¢tor is to be effectively in-
volved in the planning process and adequately represented in state-
plans, it is necessary that data regarding this sector's capabilities,
operations and resources be made available to the planning agency.
Table 6 sets forth the types of data that independent colleges provide
to the state planning agencies.-

-14-
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TABLE 6 /
TYPES OF DATA INDEPENDENT COLLEGES PROVIDE TOTHE ~~ - ¢
STATE AGEKCY RESPONSIBLE FO POSTSECONDARY EDUCATIONAL PLARAING .
3 ] .
As Reported By State Agencies As Reported By Independent CoTlege Associations
. Data Reported Data Reported lata Reported Data Reported
' Routinely and Annyally  Upon Specfal Request  Routinely and Annuaﬂy ~ Upon Special Request .
Topes of e S M ot NG Ober Bt WS O B HGS Oer G
| A Garent Eroloen 5 20 3 3 0 W o1 3»1) |
* | B, Geagraphic Origin of Students A1 R | R ST B T g N 2. 0. -6 1
" {. Abi1ity Descriptors of Entering o |
Students (ACT/SAT H.S. Rank, etc.) 0 6 0 0 12 0 3 60\ .0 9 0
1 D. Information on Student Applications/ R . .
o Mnfssions 16 0 1 20 2§ 0 o W 0
|, E. Enrollment Projections 305 0 1 1’0 1w o0 010
¢+ | F.o Student Afd Data N R A R A oo
| 75‘. Institutional Firances n 3 3 1 s 0 W41 IR N
I W Inforagtion on Existwg Deyre | | ' |
| ,Progms nos 6 FTwW o0 o9 1 0. 5 0
[, Information onNewDegree Prograns ¢ 02 0 16 0 &0 ] 9 0
J. - Inventory of,and Conditiws of, ‘
Physical Plant o1 3 3 00 6 4 I A
K. Other | - 2 0 1 0, 3 0 L R o 1 0
' g

f,-

- .
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: As shown in Table 6 the submission of standard HEGIS reports is

. : the most commonly reported data Base. In a number of states, a.stan-
dard annual reporting system more responsive to state needs-has also

been developed. The magnitude of the data base which the .independent

. ) lated to several factors: 1) the stage of development of.pestsecondary °
‘ ‘education planning in the state, and 2) the existence of, types.of, and

amount of state financial support provided to.the independent sector
\ .- -and its students. _ . ‘ S

& . . The question of state agency review and approval of new programs
and the offering of new degree levels at both public and independent
institutions are two 'of the major policy issues involved in comprehen-
sive state planning for postsecondary education. The issue of exces-
sive duplication of programs between independent and public institu-

». tions is a major state planning concern according to nearly 65 percent
of the responding public-and independent agencies (Table 7). o

TABLE 7

IS THE EXCESSIVE DUPLICATION OF PROGRAMS BETWEEN ,
INDEPENDENT AND PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS A MAJOR PLANNING CONCERN?

B 4
. Yes No Total
. Responding Agenty N 3 N % Responses
Public .28 63.6 16 36.4 a
) Indepegdept 20 64.5 11 35.5 1} “\\31.

-

As several respondents indicated, the determination of what is
excessive duplication is a major planning concern. .

In dealing with this expressed state concern for th9 excessive
duplication of programs, nearly 82 percent of the public”agencies and
75 percent of the independent association respondents to the question
cited in Table 8 indicated that in evaluating the needs for new degree
programs proposed by public institutions, some review is made .of com-
parable programs at independent colleges in the state. ‘The nature of
this review process varies considerably among. the states ranging from’
a checking of the programs listed in a central program inventory by
the appropriate public agency to a more sophisticated procedure of
submissfion of the proposed programs for review, comment, and reaction
to igstitutions which offer similar programs. . '
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TABLE 8

PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS, IS A REVIEW MADE OF

N

IN EVALUATING NEEDS FOR NEW DEGREE PROGRAMS IN
‘AVAIEABEE‘SIHTEAR“PROGRAMS“TN”INDEPENDENT_INSTITUTTpNS?“_

—

i ,Responding Agency N
. Public 36
Independent 24

Yes No
z N
81.8 8
75.0 8

%

18.2

25.0

Total -

ResEgnses

44
32

’
< )

(Table 9)

- agency was a respondent

'~

TABLE 9

In the context of state control of .the offering of new pnograﬁs
e ) "and/or new degree levels by independent institutions,
by eight public agencies and eight independent associations that in
-order to offer a new program, state agency approval was required -
Hidden within that aggregate of eight affirmative re-
sponses is the fact that in only five states did both the public and
independent ‘agencies respond with yes. .
responses reflect differences between the replies of state and inde-’
pendent agencies with the exception. of*one state where only the public -

it waS'reported

The remaining affirmative -

- DO INDEPENDENT INSTITUTIONS NEED APPROVAL FROM A STATE AGENCY?

- . , ) e
) * A. To offer new academic
degree proﬁ?ams at a
degree level in-which’
- ' programs are already
‘ : | . Toffered?
_ o - B. To offer a new degree
- “level? "

Sta
‘Res

Yes

Agency-
nse

No

. 8 38 -
14 32

Y
il

e

- Independent Agency
Response - ° -

No .

Yes

8
12

26
22

o

—

¢

s o As ‘shown in Table 9 there are more states which control the of-.

fer1ng of new degree levels by independent institutions.
fourteen public and twelve independent agency affirmative responses

_to this question, there was congruence in the response from both

In addition, there were single respofises
from two states and actual d1screpanc1es in response between the public

agencies in nine states.

' and ‘independent agency respondents in six states.-

A

- =g
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agencies.

The amount of discrepancy in responses from agencies within a sin-
gle state should be a policy concern since it reflects either a lack of
understanding of statutory authority or lack of communication between

A final area of inquiry\regarding programming at the state level
dealt with the sharing of resoburces between public 'and independent
institutions. As shown in Table 10, thirty (69.8%) of the public
agencies which responded to this question, and wenty-one .(61.8%) of
thekresponding independent agencies indicated that their states en-
courage such sharing of resources through specialized programs. From
among the thirty @ublic agencies which responded in the affirmative
to this question, twenty-one cited some formal mechanism for encour-
aging the sharing, and thirteen of the independent agencies cited a
formal mechanism. The most often cited formal mechanisms for sharing
resources were through contracts for services betweeh public and
independent institutions and through consortium arrangements.

’

TABLE *10

DOES YOUR STATE ENCOURAGE THE SHARING
OF RESOURCES BETWEEN PUBLIC AND INDEPENDENT INSTITUTIONS?

' . Yes No fota]
Responding Agency N % N % " Responses
Public 30 69.8° 13 30.2 43
Independent o 21 61.8 13 38.2 34

. . ..-'18-



) SECTION 111

" “lack such provision. The distribution of responses in th1s analysis -

- PERCEIVED SUCCESSES IN,PLA&NING ‘

One of the purposes. of this study was to assess, from the per
spective of both the state agencies and the independent college -
associations, the relative success of the state planning agency in
involving the independent sector institutions in planning and policy
develo t. The agency responses to this area of inquiry are shown
in Table[T1. It can be seen from the tahle that the public agencies
rate the /effective involvement of the independent institutions as
successful to a greater degree .than do the independent college asso-
ciations. Whereas 86.4 percent of the state agencies reported in-
volvement of the independent sector as successful or marginally
successful, only 68.7 percent of the independent associations rated

the involvement this high.

. TABLE 1 -
- PERCEIVED SUCCESS OF THE STATE PLANNING AGENCY

IN EFFECTIVELY INVOLVING THE INDEPENDENT SECTOR IN STATE
PLANNING AND. POLICY DEVELOPMENT |

. State Agency . jndependent College
Response ‘Association Response
N3 N 3
1. Successful =~ 22  50.0 ~ 9 28.1
2. Marginally :
- Successful * 16 36.4 13 40.6
3. Unsuccessful 4 9.1 8 25.0 - I
‘1 4. Not a Concern . _2 o5 - 2, _6.3 .
‘N= 4 100.0 " 32 100.0
; . A O “‘ i . . ?, -

-~

Hhen responses- to this item, regardiess of agency type, were .
related to whether or not the state had written prov1s n for involvew
ment of the independent sector in postsecondary ‘planmi -a re]at1on—
ship. became evident between the existence of written prov1S1on and .
perceived success. Forty-seven percent of the responding agenc1es
(public and independent) from states -which had written provisions “for
involvement of the independent sector rated the involvement as'succesg-.
ful as opposed to only 14.8 percent of the agencies from states which\.

are shown in Table 12. .
- . ®
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TABLE 12

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF SUCCESS RATINGS OF
INVOLVEMENT OF _THE INDEPENDENT SECTOR IN PLANNING IN RELATION TO THE -
EXISTENCE OF WRITTEN PROVISIONS IN STATES FOR SUCH INVOLVEMENT -

Agencies from Agencies from
‘ States with -States with No
. Written Provisions Written Provisions
Successful 47.3% 14.8% !
Marginally Successful 40.0 . 44 . &
-Unsyccessful . 12.7 ' ' 22.2
Not a Concern . . 0.0 18.5
) 100.0% , 99.9%

An ana]ys1s of the comments provided by respondents: concerning
why they felt the involvement was successful, marginally successful,
or unsuccessful is instructive in assessing reasons for success, or
the lack of success. In the states where both the public and indepen-
dent agencies indicatéd that the involvement was considered successful,
there appeared to be a clearly stated mandate for effective cpmprehen-
sive planning involving all sectors which would be affected by the
planning, a well structured mechanism for involvement of the indepen-
dent and public sectors in the process, full partnership of all sectors
in the process, effective and multiple channels of communication, ade-
quate financial support, and an openness and w11]1ngness to. express
concerns and 1nterests in an environment of mutual respect.

The comment of two respondents from one state are especially.
appropriate in looking at the reasons why some states are successful in
their attempts to involve the independent sector in‘the _planning pro-
cess. According to the independent association representat1ve. ,
"Independent institutions have a full 'seat at the table' on every
jssue: that- involves them gijrectly or indirectly. Much care is given
to making consultation. real.” The public agericy representatives com-

- ments supported th1s percept1on as follows: "RepPesentat1vesabf the

1ndependent sector participate as a full partner with public represen-

. tatives in all levels and phases of the planning process." Both agen-

cies' spokesmen acknowledged that there were major issues and problems
to be addressed and hard decisions were yet to be made, but that the
structure is in place to deal with the issues in an effective fashion.:

Those states in which the involvement .of the independent sector -

;~has been unsuccessful were described-as lacking a clear and supported
mandate for comprehensive planning, lacking in adequate funding and a

structure to encourage planning, a lack of openness on the part of both -
the public and independent sectors in expressing interests and concerns,
even whén common to both sectors, and minimal ehannels of communication.’
A lack of "trust" wa§/c1ted in severa] instances as was- a divisiveness -

L |
-20- )
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over the question of aid to the independent sector. It {s also .impor-
tant to note that in several instances, both independent and public - .
agency representatives noted that if planning was not seen as a con-
- . ... tinued process .and of importance at the campus .level, it could .not _be R
: viewed as successful. A corollary negative factor cited several times
by independent representatives was the problem of being consulted on
jssues but not being part of the actual decision making.

A related,area of inquiry dealt with how successful the various
agencjes felt the state's planning agency has been in planning for the
effective utilization of the independent sector resources in the best
interests of the state. As Table 13 shows, neither the public or in-
dependent agencies rated the state effort in this-area as successful
as that achieved in involving the independent sector in planning. Here - .
again there is the tendency of the public agencies to rate the effort - ‘
as more successful than do the independent associations. . -

TABLE 13

PERCEIVED SUCCESS OF THE STATE PLANNING AGENCY
IN PLANNING FOR :THE EFFECTIVE UTILIZATION OF INDEPENDENT SECTOR
RESOURCES IN THE BEST INTERESTS OF THE STATE

State Agency Independent College
< Response Association Response
' N2 N %
1. Successful 10 27.0 5 15.6
2. Marginally o :
: Successful 18 48.6 14 43.8
3. Unsuccessful 5 13.5 ~ 9 28.1
4. Not a Concern 4 10.8 4 12.5 _
N = 37 99.9 32 100.0 /,\\

-

Respondent comments did not shed much specific 1ight on factors ,
which differentiate between the levels of success in effectively uti-

1izing independent sector resources.

The states which made reference

to achieving some Tevel of success were those which have provisions

for contracts for services involving independemt institutions, consortia

arrangements between public and independent institutions, an
general context the use of student aid programs which facili
attendance at independent institutions.

in a more
te student

" A major problem cited by repre-

sentatives of both the public and independent agencies is to determine
"effective utilization" in other such general terms as enrollment at

independent institutions.
L <

v L -21-
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A number of respondents stated that although plafnipg:was in the
early stages of development, the development of an iny, Py of re-
sources available in their state was one of the objec

Rs:of the
planning process. An observation mde on a number of the esponses

had made efforts to integrate the independent college ‘e ces 1n
planning, legislative antipathy has hindered meaningful’ efforts to im-
plement utilization of the resources. t
[ 4
-
R
N
A Y ‘
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SECTION 1V

" MAJOR ISSUES AND AGENDA ITEMS WHICH MUST BE ADDRESSED

when independent and state agencies were-asked what issues they
perceived must be addressed in the context of state planning for post-
secondary education involving* the, independent sector, two major ‘con-
textual areas were identified. Comprehensive fiscal policy topics
received primary attention, with questiond raised on institutional
and student aid, the fiscal impact of predicted enrollment decline,
more effective resource utilization, and accountability on all levels.
Secondary concerns tended to focus on the importance of role definition
of independent and public agencies, along with the potential impact of
cooperative planning.

The two areas were tied together by the 155ue‘of competition ver-
sus cooperation which both sectors felt must be resolved before
realistic solutions can be sought for financial problems or planning:
concerns. ’ ’

. The major issue related to future fiscal policy was whether public
aid to the independent sector was equitable and how future enrollment
trends might affect the aid programs currently in existence. The
greatest concern found on the part of the public agengies dealt with

--'the need to derive more benefits from the independent institutions in

exchange for their receipt of public monies. As might be expected, the
independent agencies favored continuance of existing programs with po-
tentgal increases in funding but expressed their concern over possible
los¢ of autonomy in governance as increased accountability occurs.

Both types of agencies stressed the need for -accountabilfty of public
funds being used at institutions in both sectors.

Closely paralleling the issues raised over institutional aid,

 were those concerns expressed over the future of the various student

aid programs benefiting students at independent institutions. Inde-.

‘pendent agencies designated this as an issue more often than did public

ageficies ( Independent - 17: Publi¢ - 14) with their major focus on
tuition grants. The yidening tuition gap was viewed. as problematic

by both sectors, with several presenting the "access or choice" ques-
tion. State agencies stressed an equitable distribution of funds,
since they seemed to feel that independent agencies were getting their
"share" at- the present. time. . .

The area receiving the fourth largest response was related to the’

" enrolliment question. Financial implications resulting from anticipated

enrollment declines was also a concern of both sectors (Public - 13:
Independent - 6). The uncertainty of the future seemed to pose a
threat and several agencies questioned whether the decline would be .

s
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TABLE 14

. STATE PLANNING ISSUES INVOLVING INDEPENDENTY
HIGHER EDUCATION WHICH MUST BE ADDRESSED AS IDENTIFIED

~ BY PUBLIC AGENCY AND INDEPENDENT ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

1'

10.

11.

-Accountability

Finances - Public Aid to Independent
Higher Education

Aid to Students Attending Independent

Institutions

-

- Cooperative Arrangements Between Public

and Independent Institutions
(competition, duplication problems)

Enrollment

Involvement of the Independent
Sector in Planning

’

Resource Utilization

" e

‘\

L

-QuUality-ef fducatior |

\

Subsidization of Off-Campus Programs

Role of State Postsecondary
Education Commission

Impact of Federal/State Regulations
on Institutional Operations

35-Tota)
31-Total
32-Total
19-Total

17-Total
10-Total
9-Total
S-Tdtal

5-Total
5-Total

3-Total

23-Public
12-1ndependent

14-Publ ic
17-Independent

19-Public
13-Independent

13-Public
6-Independent
8-Public
9-Independent

4-Public
6-Independent

" 7-Public
2-Independent

3-Public
2-Independent

3-Public
2-Independent

3-Public
2-fndependent

2-Public -
1-Independent

—

-
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uniform, or could be made so, for all institutions. How decisions
regarding the elimination of programs, staff, and institutions would
be made dominated the narrative in this section. Both sectors ap-

__peared to favor a pre-determined plan of action to be implemented on
a statewide basis. .

Directly related to enroliment concerns were the issues raised
by both public and independent agencies on how institutions can con-
tinue to offer a quality educational program when limited by finances
brought on by declining enroliments. Both public and independent
agencies mentioned the future of marginal institutions as an example.

Independent agencies, more than the public, (Independent - 6:
Public - 4) raised the question of how to better utilize physical
plants and other available resources rather than continue capital

outlays at public institutions. The use of contracts for services and -

resources had appeal as a means of reducing capjtal investments, as
did the strategy of sharing resources between public and independent
institutions where the sharing could be viewed as a “"trade-off."

.In view of the concerns expressed above and their inherent ties
to fiscal policy, it is not surprising that secondary concerns regis-
tered related to short- and long-range planning and better boundaries
defined for all agencies.

The major issue in this area was raised egually by public and
independent sectors. Both called for more involvement of the indepen-
dent sector in statewide planning efforts (Independent - 9: #Public -
8). In addition to increased involvement of the independent segtor
in plan development, it was also suggested that laypersons be encour-
aged to participate. With these ideas implemented,.it was implied
that many of the problems described in the first section could be
remediated. :

A second concern was often raised concerning the role the Post-
Secondary Education Commission would play in the future, Would they
hold approval power over institutions and new degree programs? What
about control over state colleges? Confusion over the purpose and
functions of the PSEC seemed obvioas from the narrative. Several
independent agencies suggested' that a need exists to delineate goals
and objectives for both public and independent institutions in areas
of enrollment, programs and long-range commitments. On the issue of
governance, some concerp was expressed about the potential impact of

federal and state regulations on both sectors and their rglationship:

The major issues of fiscal policy and planning between public and

. independent sectors appears to point to the future necessity of “co-

operative arrangements" between the two. (This concern was registered
by 19 public and.13 independent agencies.) Competition between the

two sectors was assumed to be a “"given" and that any arrangements made
must build upon this. Sevgra1 independents commented ¢« -he *1'wc§1ty

. Ca25-
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of preserving the dual system of education, while another warned that
this competition could prove to be a detriment to their continuance.
Both sectors in several states expressed concgrn over off-campus pro-

tition was not generally viewed from a negative perspective, potential
divisiveness over funding and duplication of programs and services

was viewed with concern. Several agencies mentioned the adviéntages
of contractual arrangements as a possidble solution to duplication pro-
blems. The concept of cooperation was not only mentioned directly in
32 cases but was implied in the other responses related to finances,
aid, resource utilization, and enroliment. Cooperation was implied

to be the base upon which futuré development in postsecondary educa-
tion could be facilitated and directly affect financial and comprehen-
sive planning efforts.

In summarizing this section it is safe to say that respondents to
this survey have identified planming issues that are current as well
as$ future problems. In most instances the concerns are not. just the

province of one sector but the province of higher education in general.

Financial support, potential and real enrollmerit declines, effective
planning, utiltzation of resources, cooperation versus competition,
accountability for use of public funds (and independent funds also),
quality of programs, etc. are issues facing all of higher education.
A$ a number of respondents indicated, both the public and independent
sector institutions must address the issues cited earlier on a CooOp-
erative basis because divisiveness will only attenuate the situation.

"

gram offerings and to whom the “market” wouldibe given, While compe- ===




SECTION Vv

CONCLUSIONS

This study was designed to provide information on (1) the opera-
tional relationships between state postsecondary educational planning
agencies and the independent sector institutions in the fifty states
and the District of Columbia, and (2) the issues and achievements vis-
advis independent college involvement in the planning process.

The findings of the study indicate that nearly every state has
one or more mechanisms for involving the independent colleges and
universities in state planning for postsecondary education. The pub-
11c planning agencies and the state tndependent college assogiations .
that participated in the study provided information which shows that P
activities included in state planning for postsecondary education, N DR
and mechanisms for invoivement of the independent sector, vary signifi- & -
cantly among the states. In order for the planning process to be ef-
. ©  fective in terms of involving the independent sector, it is quite
- evident from the results of this study that a clear mandate for plan-
' ning be established, that participants from'all sectors be viewed as
full partners in the process, that clear channels of communication be *
established to enhance the exchange of information and concerns, that !
" planning be ‘accepted as an institutiosal commitment as well as 3 4tate
- mandate, and that effective planning can only take place in an environ-
ment of "good faith" and mutual respect.

. ‘ A stgnificant finding of this study.is the amount of variance in
responses. from public agencies and independent college assocfations in
. the same states on a large number of the items studied. These vari-
ances were evident in terms of the agreement on the mechanisms for
involvement, activities in which the independent sector participates,
the,;evel of the participation, and the success measures assessed.
The ‘public agencies consistently rated the independent sector jnvolve-
ment at a2 higher level than_did the independent associatio A por-
tion of this variance can be attributed to expectations that both types
of agencies have as to what constitutes involvement in the planning
function. Findings suggest that where the independent sector's parti-
cipation has been mandated and formalized and where the independent
sector pgrticipation is at the “decision table® rather than "reactive”
in nature on matters that affect them, the higher will be the level
of agreement between the agencies and the higher the rating of success
v by both sectors in the effective involvement of the independent sector
in planning. '

The fact that institutions in the public Eeétor are under state
control to a degree not applicable to the independent sector 'in most

Q S | -27.-' .
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states makes effective planning and plan implementation a problem
~according- to a number of respondents. When planning actions are inter-
" preted in terms of individual institutional prerogatives a concern was
~ expressed as to what the impact would be on internal institutional
governance for independent colleges. In order to-effectively imple--
ment a comprehensive state plan to the mutual benef1t of all consti-
"tuencies involved, the degree to which indepep colleges must be
- bound by the decisions or recommendatjons of tf&planning agency was
~cited as a sensitive issue by respopdents frombafh sectors. .-

. . The issue of the impact of planning at the institutional level
was most prevalent in terms of academic program review and -approval.
'Hhereas in most states there is a mechanism for review and approval
of new, programs or degrees for public institutions -there are very few
states in which a public agency has such authority over 1ndependent
" institutions. Nearly 82 percent of the pub¥ic agency respondents in
“this area of the study indicated that “in evaludting needs for new
"programs in public institutions, a review was made of similar programs
"in independent 1nst1tut1ons Th1s review was-part of the approval
process to the extent that in a number of states new. programs were
denied to public institutions when the review showed the existence
~of such programs. in other public and/or independent institutions was .
- adequate to meet a definedestate need. Several respondents, repre- v
‘senting both sectors, indicated there is a need to more efféctive]y
utilize the programmatic resources which are available in ‘the indepen-
dent sector as states plan for the anticipated decline in enrollment
in the years ahead. Although a-number of states.have provided.for
contracts for services bétween sectors and other mechanisms for the - o
sharing of resources, the number of examples of effective implementa- «.. g

. tion of 'such capab1]1t1es 1nd1cate optimum use of such arrangements

has yet to be achieved. v d‘ﬁy
EY H

, The maJor issues that respon ts identified as statew1de p]ann1ng .
jssues which must be addressed in the next several years dealt primari- S
1y with the questions of state-aid to the independent sector; questions =~ = -

of ‘competition, duplication, and cooperation between the two sectors; o
the impact of projected enroliment declines on the preceding and higher
educat1q/ in general; and the appropriate role of the independent sec-
tor in planning. A]though identified as issues of planning related to
- independent higher education they are representative of issues facing ,
all of higher education and must-be dealt with in that context. Find-'
ings of this study indicate that in a number of states the operational .-
relationships which exist gﬁéween ‘the state and the independent sector
are not conducive to a planmed resolution of the issues. . Divisiveness

over aid to the independent sector in times of f1nancna]”str1ngency,
concerns with planning agency authority and institutional prerogatives

in decision ma(ing and uncertain-political situations in several states . -
are identified factors which are prec10d1ng positive action in address- ~
ing comprehensive p]ann1ng 1ssues in more than a_few states. ‘
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The policy implications of the f1nd1ngs of this study are mu]-
tidimensional in nature. A number of mechanisms or strategies for
involving the 1ndependent sector in the planning process were iden-
tified, but of even more importance were the quality dimensions of
the part1c1pat1on in those states where the participation was iden-
tified as successful. In comprehensive planning, the issues that
face policymakers are relatively common across all sectors. The
need to define the role ‘and function of institutions to meet public
needs is not delimited 4y sector boundaries. If a state desires to
achieve efficiency and effectiveness in meeting postsecondary edu-
cation needs of its constituencies, all institutions. should be viewed

‘as potential resources. This study has shown that not all states

have taken that view towards the 1ndependent sector.in terms of.
p]annIng. ' S ,:, : _ vt .

~

The re]at1ve1y bi eve] of success that agenc1es from both
sectors expressed in of independent sector involvement in the
planning process must‘be tempered by the lower level of success that

both sectors attributed to planning for the effective utilization of .

independent sector resources in the best interest of the state. -As
respondents from both sectors indicated, if the products of planning .
are to be beneficial to both the state and the institution (public

- and independent), all resources should be viewed for potential con-

tribution to-meeting state needs. - Such consideratjon requires a
commitment at the institutional level.to participate in, and abide
by, the results of planning dec1s1ons on appropr1ate1y negotiated

- decision areas.

[
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S AN AGGREGATE ‘ANALYSIS OF SELECTED ITEMS FOR
S THIRTY-ONE STATES FOR WHICH RESPONSES WERE RECEIVED FROM BOTH THE-
~ STATE INDEPENDENT COLLEGE ASSOCIATION AND STATE PLANNING. AGENCY
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B : ' Thirty-one states prov1ded responses from agencies or associat1ons N

;o " representing both public and independent sectors of higher education.

- Public sector respondents, for this analysis, inclyded 1202 commissions
and coordinating or governing boards - combinations of-1202 commis-

_sions and coordinating or governing boafds. . Independent sector responses
were received from associations representing -the independent colleges and, -,

X : _universities within the state.” This analysis examines the responses of.-.

- 7 two groups - the public agencies, and . independent college associations.-y

.- on identical questions pertaining to to independent college and university "

. partic1pation in statewide planning. for postsecondary educat1on. .

Crosstabulat1on2 a Jo1nt frequency d1str1but1on of cases accord1ng
_ "~ """ to two Or more groups of variables, was chosen as the mode of presenta-

- AR tion. .The technique allows eff1c1ent and effective-tabular presentation
and statistical analysis of data. “Ch1-square," as a-test of stat1st1ca1
sigrfificance, and "phi," (or “Cramer's V") as a measure of assoc1at1on,

. were calculated for each table.

In the fol]ow1ng crosstabd?3t1ons the understood nu]]“'hypothes1s
is “there-are no differences in the responses of the T202 commissions-
public agencies and the independent associations." This is because: .
(1) only states with responses from both groups (pairs of responses) are

. inctuded in the sample, (2) both groups received identical survey.ques-

7 tionnaires; and (3) since only paired sets of résponses were included

" . in the sample each pair should "ideally" .have similar responses. because. .

. they are from the same state interpreting identical state policies with. . 3
regard to independent -sector 13vo]vement in statewide ‘planning for post- -

secondary educat1qu Therefor discrepancies in responding between. the- )
e ... two groups may . fndicat ring perceptions or interpretations, mts-/”f§~;>&_
T Lo information, poor comnunication, etc.: Such discrepancies imply thay - . .L_? B
S o ‘problems- exist ‘hindering an optimal public and independent postsecondary .
SR climate. By documenting the existence-of. problems of this nature, ef-.

i forts can be undertaken to eliminate them and thus channel -valuable - .
R , resources into the ultimatée task to offer the highest quality post-- .

CE secondary educational system poss1b4e within the inevitable environmental ¢

constraints.
, NT

- The chi-square test of statistical s1gn1f1cance compares the ob-
< served frequencies of responses -(what is) to the frequencies that should
’ " be observed if the null hypothes1s was true (what should be) .- ‘If the
- ' discrepancy between what is {observed) ¥nd what should be (null hypothe-
‘ sis) exceeds a predetermined level (usually .05), the difference is
labeled "statistically significant.” Statistical significance, however,
describes a rather extreme discrepancy g in the following .instances in
which the null hypothesis is a legitimate expectation, differences may
exist that are not "statistically significant” but may be described as
"practically significant." Thus differences that are not statistically
significant may be noted because they deviate somewhat from the expecta-
. tion of comp]ete agreement. - . :
o ¢-
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In the following crosstabulations, the 2 X 2 tables (having one
degree of freedom) utilize a "corrected” chi square test as a correc-
tion for continuity, The chi square distribution is continuous, while-
the calculation of the chi-square‘statistic involves discrete data;
therefore, a correction 7in the calculating formula is necessary.

The chi-square‘ﬂ

st, by itself, helps only to decide whether or
not the ‘two samples g ignifi
indicate how stron?%,

ignificaplly\ difberent or not. It does not

y are rélatefi. The "phi" statistic, for 2

X 2 tables, or the/erjfiier's V" statjstic, for larger tables, are -
measures of-associatign. The strength’ of the relationship is indicated
by values on a continuum from 0 to 1. Phi - or Cramer's V - takes on *

* the value of 0 whtn no relationship exists, and the.value of 1 when the °

variables are perfectly related. ¥
’ 3

. 1 The responses to "Does your state have a published master plan
for postsecondary education?" are shown in Table A. ; :

4

| TABLE A
 PUBLISHED MASTER PLAN? .
Agency - Yes . No =~ Total
- , ‘1." s E .
Public™ - - = = L20, - om0 31 .
. S 64.5%4 ~ 34.5% 50%
_ Independent - : 19 N 2 R 1 P S
- . T .61% j. - 39% 50% :
Corrected chi square =0 igniificance = 1.0
phi = .033 N

| As a whole, the differences in responding by thé~two:groups are

. very insignificant. The éxistence (or lack of) of a master plan is

apparently a well-known fact in the interaction between the public
agencies and the’ independent associg;igns, as indicated by the cpnsen-

Sus.

* If the response to the above was yes, the repondent was asked
"Is the role and perceived function of the independent sector of higher
education in meeting postsecondary educatipn needs of the state set
forth in the plan?" The results are shown in Table B.

.'33- \.
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_ pendent associations (35%).

TABLE B . '
IS THE INDEPENDENT SECTOR ROLE SPECIFIED IN THE MASTER PLANZ
. Y : . o [+

".Agency " Yes ~ Total
Public ~ 19 O ¥ 2

o .t 47.5% 5%‘7‘ * 52 5%
Independent 14 : 5 ; 19 -

: . B 338 12,5% 47.5%

Corrected chi square = .959 s1gn1f1cpnce1§ 33

foohi=.221 - R

¢ R ) . =

: e . ,
responses indicate some disagreement on the speci-
le; the differences are not statistically signifi-

The aggregat
fied independen
cant, but revea
that the role of
more frequently (

e independent sector is set forth in the master plan
.5%) than that role is perce1ved to be by the inde-

-

The responses to J'Is the develcpment or updat1ng of a p]an a
current prOJect in your state?" are shown in Table C. :

.

TABLE C ‘ o o

S - . - PLAN NOW BEING UPDATED OR DEVELOPED? )

1 . y -

- 'No - .Total

Ageﬁfg . o Yes Tk a

Public - : 21 8 29

_ . . . 35% 133 -48% |
. Independent . - 19. ° 12, . 31 ' .
. 329 2037 52%f.- . -

;'Corrected chi square = .409 . significance = .52 ‘e

phi = .118 °

<

—

~ The d1screpancy in responding between public agencies and 1ndepen-

. dent assoctations is not statistically significant on the issue of
. developing or updat1ng -a master plan; nonetheless,- there is not total

concurrence on this issue. More independent assoc1at1ons (20% to 13%)
reported. that a-master plan is not being developed or updated

If .the response to .the quest1on immediately above was yes, the
respondent was aﬁésd "Will the role and perceived function of the

’
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A.s,
1ndependent sector of higher education in -meeting postsecondary ‘educa-
tion needs of the state be set forth in the plan?” The results are

4 shown in Table D. . ° . .

| ‘ 'fi' . TABLE & : ';\
o . ' . . i

INDEPENDENT ROLE SPECIFIED?

_ " Agency - ~ Yes. No Total
P ‘ Public . 21 0 21
' 55% - . 55%
Independent : 17 0 17
: . 45% '45%
o ~ | oL _
. Nol statistics - two empty cells

Hh11elthe sample size varied, there wks complete agreement between
_ both responding groups that the 1ndependent role will be specified in
- the deve]oped or updated master plan.’

. The responses to “Are written provisions made in your state %dr'
independent co]]ege and university participation in the planning pro-
cess?" dre shown in Table E.

A d

vl TABLE E
'PROVISIONS FOR INDEPENDENT PARTICIPATION?
dgenty |  Yes ~ No ., Total
L Public 2 g8 . .30
‘ . ' : : -36% "13%- 49%
N .| Independent 7 31
. R . | 3%§( 12 51%
Corrected chi square = .005 s1gn1f1cance = .94
phi = .047 |

There was nearly total concensus between the public agencies and .
AP the independent associations on the existence of "written provisions”
. for independent college and university participation in the. plann1ng
_process

j’g The respondents were asked '"Do the independent 1nst1tut1ons in
your state need approval from a state agency to offer a new academic




"E“
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} program at a degree level ‘in wh1ch programs are already offered’“ The
responses are shown in Table F. . '

-

-

TABLE F

- PROGRAM -APPROVAL NEEDED? ’
Agency .lgg,, “No Total - )
'] c
Public 7 23 30
. 11 38% 49%
" Independent ' 8 23 . - 3
132 382  51% .
Corrected chi square = .005 significance = .94
= | phiz=.029 o

X
— gv .

. i The aggregated responses indicate 11tt1e disagreement on the is-
sue of state agency approval for new academ1c programs in 1ndependent

institutions. »-
1 Y

The respondents were asked "Do the independent institutions in

. - your state need approval from a state agency to offer a new degree

level?" The responses are shown in Table G v

]

TABLE G
'DEGREE APPROVAL NEEDED? i

Agency Yes No Total
Public =~ - . 12 19 3 )
. - . 19% 31y 503 | -
Independent ) 1 20 .3 \

, | 182 32% 50%
Corrected chi square = 0 .significence =1.0
phi = .033 ' | /
N 3

s

On the issue of state agency approva]'for new degree levels for
independent institutionsy, the accord- between public agencies ‘and inde-
pendent associations is almost unanimous.

The agencies-associations were asked "Is the eXCessive duplication
of programs between public and independent'instjtutions a major.planning

R ]
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concern in your state?” Table H shows the responses.

. TABLEH, :
CONCERN FOR EXCESSIVE DUFLICATION?
—
Agenc Yes No Total
Public R 20 9 1
- , g 15%  49%
Independent 20 ' 10 30
. 3y 7% 5%
' Corrected chi square = .00$  " significance = .93
phi = .025 |

There was essentia]ly-comp1ete/éqncurrence between groups on the
issue of state planning concern for excessive program duplication be-
tween public and independent institutions. . ’

. ¢ ’ "

The agencies-associations were asked "In evaluating the needs for

new degree programs in the public sector, is a review made of available

similar programs in the independent sector?" Table I shows the responses.

TABLE I
INDEPENDENT PROGRAMS REVIEWED?

v Agency o Yes - 'Eg .Jotal
Public’ - ) 26 4 30°
447 7% 51%
Independent . ' 22 s 7. 31
. ; -« 37% 12% 49%

% . . ) o . .
Corrected chi square = .534 ,signif?qance = .46 |

phi = .339.-

rd

, There are some discrepancies between groups on the issue of the
‘review of existing degree programs in the independent sector in eval-
uating the needs for new degree programs in the public sector. While
the differences are not statistically significant, more public agencies
(44% to 37%) reported "that independenf programs are reviewed, while
"more independent associations (12% to 7%) reported that independent
programs are not reviewed. v

s

"
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The responses to "Does your state encourage the sharing of
resources between the public and 1ndependent institutions through
spec1a11zed programs’“ are exhibited in Table J.

TABLE J
PUBLIC-INDEPENDENT SHARING OF RESOURCES? - |
i * Agency ) Yes® ' No Total
o Public 23 6 29
BN 38% - 10% 48%
o Independent - 19 12 31
32% 20% . 52%

Corrected chi square = 1.548  significance = .21

phi = .197

On the issue of state encouragement for the sharing oé'resources

‘ _ between public and independent institutions through specialized pro-

' grams, there are definite though not statistically significant dif-
ferences in the responses of the two groups. The public agencies tend
to report more- "state encouragement" ?38% to 32%), while the 1ndepen-
dent associations repqrted more negatively (20% to 10%) on the issue.

If the agencies-associations answered es to the question iunnd1-
ately above, they were asked to "please specify mechan1sm(s) " The
responses - "formal" to "informal" - are exh1b1ted in Table K. '

-

. TABLE K {
MECHANISM FOR SHARING
/ ‘Agencz Yes No Total |
Public 17 6 23
- 41% 14% 55%
. Independent_ 12 . 7 19 .
1 ' 28% 17% 45% .

Corrected cg1 square = .172 significance = .68

" phi = .116 ’ .
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There is some lack of agreement between the two groups on the
"mechanism” for sharing resources between public and independent sec-
~ tors. Formal mechanisms for sharing resources were specified more
{;eggently by public agencies (41%) than by independent associations -
8%). . ' : ) ‘

f*“‘“ . The agencies surveyed were asked "How successful do you feel thefj*'
' » state's planning agency has been in effectively involving the indepen-
R dent sector in state planning and policy development?" The response .

= , alternatives of "successful," "marginally successful," "unsuccessful,"
L or "not a concern” are shown in Table1l.

©F

TABLE L ,
' " INDEPENDENT INVOLVEMENT IN PLANNING '
- - Marginally ‘ Not a .
Agency - Successful Successful Unsuccessful Concern Total
Public 18 10 <1 029
| 62% 35% 3% 100%
Independent 9 12 6 2 29
3% 1% 21% 7% 100%
Raw chi square = 8.753  significance = .03 . /:}
| cramer's v = .388°

/

The two groups were asked to evaluate the success of the state's

: planning agency in effectively involving the independent sector in

e~ state planning and policy development. There are distinct discrepancies-
in the aggregated responses - statistically significant differences.
Most (62%) public agencies reported that the state's planning had suc-
cessfully involved the independent sector in planning - only 3 percent
¥ﬁaicat55-"unsuccessful" or "not a concern." The independent associa-
tions, however, reported only 31 percent were "successful," while 28
. percent were "unsuccessful* or "rot a concern.v The public.agencies
tended to rate the level of success of involving the independent sector
in the planning process at a much higher level than did the independent
associations. o7 :

Ny

The agencies-associations surveyed were asked "How successful do
you feel the state's planning agency has been in planning for the effec-
tive utilization of the independent sector resources in the best interest
of the state?" The response alternatives of "successful," "marginally
successful,” "unsuccessful,” or "not a concern" are shown in-Table M.

L
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; " _ TABLE M
- INDEPENDENT RESOURCES UTILIZED EFFECTIVELY

g Marginally Not a
Agency Successful Successful - Unsuccessful Concern Total
" | public 7 13 1 2 23
‘ . : 30% ‘ 57% : 4% 9% - 100%
- . ‘Independent 5 . . 13 8 -3 . .29
“ : 17% 45% . 28% 105 100%
' Raw chi square = 5.357 significance = -14&3 .
- Cramer's V = .321 . PR

—p—
»

- The two groups were asked ‘to evaluate. the success of the state's:

- planning agency in planning for the effective utilization of the inde-
pendent sector resources in the best interest of the state. - The dif-
ferences in responding are not statistically significant; there are,

' - however, definite discrepancies in the aggregated responses. The
. public agenicies reported 30 percent as successful“ - only 13 percent
responded “unsyccessful” or “not a-concern.” . The independent associa-
tions reported 17 percent as. “successful * but 38 percent as “unsuccess-
ful® or “not a concern. _ .

| - - © CONCLUSIONS
|

~

The questions corresponding to Tables A through J involved inter-
pretive responses; the agencies-associations were asked to "interpret"
state policies relating to independent calleges and university -parti-
cipation in statewide planning for postsecondary education. The ques-
tions corresponding to Tables K and L required evaluative responses;

- the performance of state planning agencies was assess
. b ]

The aggregated responses to each of the ”1nterpretive questions
revealed no "statistically"” significant differences in responding be-
tween public agencies and independent associations. However, there
were distinct discrepancies in responding between the two groups on -

"several questions. Table J, regarding "independent sharing of re-
: sources” (sig. = .21), shows clear differences on the important issue
] of resource sharing. Table B, relating to the specification of the
‘ ' independent role in the state master plan, indicates some disggreement
(sig. .33). The review of independent programs, in eva1uat1ng needs

-40-
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for new programs in the public sector (Table 1), generated some lack

of consensus (sig. = .46). Disagreement on whether or not "the state
master p1an is now being updated or developed" was evidenced in Table C -
. (sig. = .52). There was some discord as to whether "formal” or "infor-
ml® nechanisms for sharing resources (Tab1e K) were being used (519.

.68). ] _ ] I

There were reldt1ve1y few differences in responding between the
public agencies and the jndependent associations on the following is-
sues: published mastf5£;1an (Table A), specification of the 1ndependent
role in a master plan being updated or developed (Table D), provisions v :
for independent participation (Table E), program approval needed (Table -
F), degree approval needed (Table G), and concern for excessive dup11-
cation (Table H). . .

The two evaluat1ve" quest1ons elicited much greater d1screpanc1esl"
The.responses’' from the public agenc1es and independent associations
rating the success of the state's planning agency in effectively in-
volving the independent sector in state plann1ng and policy development
differed significantly statistically (sig. = .03). Also, in evaluating.
the effective utilization of independent sector resources in the best
interest of the state, d1fferences were ev1dent {sig. = .148) but not -
stat1st1ca11y s1gnif1cant .

H1th respect tb the issue of "independent sector,invo1vement in
planning" (Table L), the public agencies evaluated the state agencies
“success” or "marginal success" at 97 percent;-only .three-percent were
rated "unsuccessful" or "not a concern." The independent associations'
rating, respect1ve1y, were 72 percent and 28 percent. , o *;

On the Tssue of vindependent resources utilized effect1ve1y” '
(Table M), the. corresponding totals for the public agencies were 87 .
"~ percent and 13 percent; for the 1ndependentqassoc1at1ons similarly, -
62 percent and 38 percent : . 4 _ . §
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- STRATEGIES FOR INVOLVING THE fNDEPENDENT |

3 COLLEGE SEI ORWiFFCOMPREHENSIVE“STNTE“PEFNNING ; . -

education planning. B

W 1. This strategy'usual1y combines ]ay membership with represen-
o , : tative membership from the public and independent sectors.
- o 2." The most formal and direct form of participation in policy
. R development.

o ' . 3. May involve individual institutional representatives plus a
. pokesman for the collective 1ndependent sector.

B. A committee of independent col]ege presidents act1ng 1n an advi-
, sory role to the planning agenqy. .

1. Generally the board of the planning agency is lay:member in
o structure.
o 2. The committee of college pres1dénts is a satellite body serv-
_1ng in an advisory capacity on appropriate or se]ected issues
which impact upon the independent sector.
3. A counterpart public sector committee may also serve in such
a role, depending upon the state pub]1c higher education
governance structure ,

C. A council of 1ndependent co]leges act1ng in an adv1sony ca#pacity
to the planning agency. N

- ili ‘ 1. This strategy differs slightly from B in that a formally
' . structured council serves as the collective spokesman for

the independent sector on matters affecting that sector.
2. In some states a combination of the council spokesman and

T | selected ipdividuals from -the individual co]]eges serve as
the advisory body. - X 3
SRR E 3. The established independent- coll association also func-
o o wm e . tions as the independent.sector %ﬂtmn collection . .
ST T . @gency and c]ear1nghouse to fac?\~—/} ¢ommunication. nd --
R ¢ o .. interaction, T&
. [ ©D. D1rect contact from the qunn1ng agency to each 1ndependgﬂt 1nst1-'
. e "tut1on on an 1nd1v1dua] basis.
N | & E:. ’Other . ) ) - .- . _)'l : |
- o . . 1. -The use of’ad hoc adv1sony comm1ttees ihg ud%ng both public
SR S sector and independent seftor. representatives was commo ly .

. - jdentified as a mechanism for acqu1r1ng 1ndependent S
- - participation in_planning. -
2. The use of'representat1ve publj -1ndependent sector represed-
" tation on ad hoc adv1sory connﬁ{
tion with items A- D in most 1nstances
s ; TN

Noting membership on state agency responsible for postsecondary D

o

tees was ut1]12ed 1nqcon3unc-7




1

~ Mechanisms SR o :

(4

Voting membership in the planning agency

A ! .
"B Committee of independent college presidents acting in an advisory
‘ role to the planning agency _ "
C Council of independent colleges in the state actﬂﬁ!‘1n an advisory
capacity to the planning agency _ ' : ‘
D Direct contact from state agency to each institution
. E Other - -
"~ Types of Participation , : _ '
e o
F . Idemtification of shgrt-term educational needs of the state
"6 Alq‘iification of 1d-term educational needs of the state.
. H I jfication of changing economic conditions
-1 Appraisal of plans for resource utilization in public/state .
institutions ' -
J Appraisal of plans for resource utilization in independent/ = .
‘ private institutions . -
K Development of statewide enrollment projections .
L Development of new academic program offerings in the state/
public sector B
M ., Development of new academic program ufferings in the independent/
private sector , ' ) .
N Distribution of state subsidies to students and/or institutions p
- in the state/public Secto- . .
0 Distribution of state subsidies to students -and/or institutions T
in the independent/private sector o ,
P Other - | | T
Data Format ’ o ' P . T ' -
-H = HEGIS . - LG
0 o DR NATED sou T o |
X.. = -UNDESIGNATED SOURCE = - - . oor
-
kA ,
g . - . - ( . N
- N N - v N
. - « _‘,-‘_.ﬁ .. R
' P po \\]
Y - o
: -45-
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T Stiie=-By-Siuie Analyst of IndiPivdent 1l ULiTon PRrucipanon n Sutewids Planaing for Postsscondary Cduoation ss Repuried by Public Agenales —

——Data Provided Stam Agency
. . i. ! ) J
. o
1, £ 1
5 3 -~
‘ 3 : &
-~ 5 Y j < 8
1 d 3 3 . e & gd .
2 ¥ z [ !
‘ 8 RER i3 il i
f | : IR ER R R NEREE
» ' Stam and Agency -~ -~ 3 & 3 3.8 8 2 £ Y 3
t Alasbama - Commession om Migher Education? ACDE  LMNO H O H H N O { Yes Yoo
Alasha - Commision on Peswecondary Educetiond AT AL H H H O 00 O H Yes Mo
. Artzons « Commission on Postsecondary Educationl .Not Applicable No Mo
Arkenses - Deparument of Higher Zducedon? | To: 0 ] Al HOo. O o o0 o o 0o Yes Yoo
Caltforiia =  Postsecondery Education Commis, ACE All but WP HO O H NO H o Yoo Yeo
- - Colorade = Comwission on Higher Educst bE n HO H O H H O O No No'
Conmectcut -  Board of Higher £ P AL H H O Yes  Yes
Deleware - Postsecondery Cduced . DE Al but MOP | pO- o o o No  Yes
 DetitatC. - Commiseson on P. dery Educau A rayM # #H_o0o o o H H OMH
. Flortda -  Postsecondary Ldvcstion Cc-uuon A ALUDutINP | H H O H H [ Yes Yes
Georgla =  Pcstsecondary Lducation Commigsion A - ‘rex | H H H H - Yes - Yes
Howeil - Pos Cducetion Commission ] ray Yes
- . ldaho - Stam B | Educesion) oe ™ : . o No Yeso
litncts ° - Board of r Educsdon’ BC - AlbutMe? [HO H O O O H O O H Yes Yeas'
Indiane - Cowsmise Higher Educetion? co FGUKD W o o O 0O H O O H ~\_| Yes. Yoo
lows -  Higner Education Factlites Commissiond AC All but NP H 0O 0O B H OMH No Yeu
Kensm - Legtelstve Educational Planning Commitwe? oe FGIRNO | WO ) o H O O ®oO Yes Mo
Kentucky - Counct! on Higher Lducation 3 PQTRM H' H 0 0 000 ©®» 0 0 O No * Yes
Loutstens -  Board okRegenw? . 8D Ko~ H 0 000 0 0 © 0 O O N Yes
Maine - . Paswecondary Lducation Commiseion A FGHKNG H 0 00 0O H O O O Yos Yoo
Maryland - Stsw Board for Higher Educetion’ ') AlDwtKP |8 H O O O O . 0 H O H Yes Yes
Massachusetts - Pasmecondary Ldvcstion Commission A o . LI H 0 O H H O © Yes Yes
Mchigen - St Boerd of Educatior’ . cot Gxo WO H 0 0O O O H O O N No WMo
Munesota - Higher Education Coordinedng Bosrd? - DB FGLM JHO O o O H O O H Yes Yoo
Mssissippi - Poswecondary Educetion Planning Board ‘No T i’
Mssourt - Coorcinating Board for Higher Educetion? 43 "FGHOXO [HO O © 0 0 O H O O H [ N0~ Yes
Montana ~ Commission on Federal Higher Educstion N : ’ . . T LR ¢~
Progrems) AD : 'JO0 0 ©0 0 O 0 H O O H ' |No No
- Nebrasks ' - Coordinating Coﬂ-lal for Pumemcuy - . . . _ LT
: Educetion AE 14 : H . MO H, O H 0 | No . Mo
~N Nevada - mu«um-c«-w«-’ . A . in . o o - No No
: New Hampshire  Pdsmecondary Educaion Ccmalnii:nJ /A - Al ‘M -H HO HO H Yes Yoo
T New Jersey .- . Staw Board of Higher Educedord . .. .ACDE . A . .l o o0 o o H.O O H Yes Yes .
‘. N Newlexico -~ Bosrd of Educaricnal Finance? - . 8D . AUBmEMO |R . - H Yoo Yoo
/! mewYok - Boerdof Regenmd ¢ coe - GxMo TR WO o O ‘HOHO HO HO . * | Yes No ..
* - Mortk'Caroline~. Board of Governors4, Univ. dNoﬂthn&u B ‘K 'H 0 00 H. H H H Yoo Yas °
. mq.m ~  Postsecondary. Lducation Commts sion’ pe .NoRespanse| X X e X X X= Yeos -
Onso " = Bosrd of Reggatsd : . BCD FGITMO 0O 0 0 0 60" 0 0 0 0 " | Yesa Y
Oxlahome: - Stam Negents for Higher Educaton3 sbe © GHIM H 0 O o 0o o T\H +Yes No
. Oregon -  Educatonal Coordineting Commiusasond coe Al HO HO .0 O H WO U—0O Yes . Yes *
_ Pennsy - * Stas Deparmmmit of Zducatond BD FGHITKLM H' 6 O HOH H 0O #H OO Yes Yoo -
‘ “{  Thode lsland - Poswecoadary Education Comsdssion ADE reL H H o 8 R H H | Yes Yoo
South Caroling - . Commission en Higher Education? 3CDE FH3 H O 0 0 0 0 H WO H H Yea Yoo
South Dekota - Deparmeent of Lducation and Cultural Atlatrs L .
- : Planning BE [+] . Yes No
Tennessee -  Higher Educstion Commissiond cT JXNO HO O 0.0 H O O H No Yes
Tanan - Coordinating Board, Texas ¢ : -
~. Co. ' Universtty Syswm? AR 7N FGNO X x - X X X. Yes Yes
. ! o -  Suse Boild of Regents? 3 FGLM HO oo - HO O Yos Yoo
Vermom ~ ' Higher Education Plasning Commission ADE FGHKNOP H MO 0 H HO O H H No No
- Virginia - . Swse Counct! of Higher Educacion’ pOE GKNO H © -0 0 O o . o Yes Yes
. Wesningion - Mmmtm’ A Albuth | H H H O H Yos Yes
L4 West Virginia - - Board of Regents? No Response -
B Wisconstn -  Board of Regents? D MO . No Response 10 these 13ems
m “e  Higher Educstion Coundcll No tndependent colieged In stae *
oo mnm’pmm . : - . ' . p ~
- .. uacions e Posudbondary £ducaton Planning Commission when sugmented .- . :
JDset gnawd Peamecondary Lducstion Commission *° .
ﬂommamemumumtma ] *
. PN Yoo Al .
. - AN .
i -
] . - -’ -
,< “ ,.- . » X
" . -
‘ ‘ . 46 :
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CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF HIGMER EDUCATION _
CURRY MEMORIAL SCHOOL OF EDUCATION : April 4, 1978

-

Dear Colleague -

In recent years increased attentlon has been focused on the growing
interaction between state agencies and independent colleges and universities.
Several recent studies have addressed the question of structures and mechanisms
for involving the private/independent sector of higher education in statewide
planning for postsecondary education. : s . oy

e The enclosed questlonnalre is designed to gather information which

will expand upon recent studies by facilitating an analysis of the operational ;

relationships between the state planning agency and the independent sector RV

nstitutions . A significant portion of the study involves determining the T
- perceptions of s¥te agencies concerned with comprehensive postsecondary ' -

education planning, statewide independent college associations, and statewide »

gublic insttution governing/coordinating agencies as to the issues and )

achievements vis a vis independent college involvement in statewlde plannlnq

Your cooperatlon in this endeavor is deeply appreciated. .
order to meet deadlines established for providing the preliminary report it
_!.;s necessary that we receive completed questlonnaires no later than Aprll

T 1, 1978. _
. ’ - N ' -
o . e . Slncerely,
S " Ny W
. L ‘ ’ . v
' ’ .. " Jay L (ronister o S
Assoclate Professor of Educadon . -
] . . - - ;‘% o - . . N ,,/
JLC:bkz .
,.D . \L \ .
'_ .
N .
- l . - .
] ' L . ) . . q M . . . .‘ i 5 . | . .. X . ; :
‘ . . _ -50- . N ) . - SN
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been

’ . 'S

Independent College and University Participation In
' Statewide Planning For Postsecondary Education

State:
\r

Title of Agency or Association Reporting: - \

Name of Individual Completing Questionnaire:

Title

1. Does your state have a published master plan for postsecondary education?

Yes : Date of Publication
No )
c. Ifyes, is the role and perceived function of the independent sector of
. higher education in meeting postsecondary education needs of the state
set forth in the plan? ' ) :

oo

1) Yes
2) No

2. Is the development, or updating of a plan a current project in your state?

A3

a. Yes . If yes, what is the expected publication date?"
b . No . . . -, . .
_ c. If yes, will the role and perceived function of the independent sector of
; higher education in meeting postseconglary education needs of the state

. . be set forth in the plan? ° Y
E\ : .. , . : »
! — 1) Yes- L . _
E o ‘. 2) NO . ~ g ‘/ r >
. 3. 'Are written prévi&ions made in your State for i_nd!pendent college and . .
. . university participation in the planning process? -
. a. Yes

b. No _ - _ ‘ .

Please attach’a.copy of the statutory provision or any policy statement relating °
to thé invol¥ement of the indepéndent sector. ¢ : - 7

s hN B R Y . \ \




¢ 4. What {s (are) the mechanism(s) through which independent institution
’ participation i{s provided: (Check all that apply)

a. Through actual voting membership on the board of the agency
responsible for planning. Total number of members of the 4
board . Public sector representatives
Independent sector representatives

b. Through a committee of independent college presidents acting
in an advisory role to the planning agency.
c. .Through a council of independent colleges in"the state acting in

an advisory capacity to the planning agency.
d. Through direct contact from the state agency to each independent
institution individually
e. Other (please specify)

N
L]

[J

S. . In which of the following types of activities and to what extent do the gublic/!tate
college and university sector (through their board or boards) and the
independent/private sector (either as institutions or through an association)
participate in the development of statewide plans and state policy? Rank all that
apply using the following code:

- 0 = noinvolvement ,

"1 = passive involvement} plans and materials sent to institutions for

review and comment but no meetings with institutional representatives

_ are held ,

2 = active involvement by meeting with all affected parties to review
materials with an opportuaity to make modifications - \

3 = full involvement by meetings/discussions prior to déveIOpment of
materials with an opportunity for. a‘ll sectors to set assumptions
frame questions and make modificattons

.
s’

.
1

/

.

-
Public/State Independent/
“ Sector Private Sector J
. . , ‘ -
3. * _ * The; fication of short-term educational
. ‘ needs$ gf the state and its citizens.
b. The identification of long-term educat.onal

- needs of the state and its citizens.
c. The identification of changing economic
conditions and the implications of these °
changes for statewide postsecondary education.
- d. - The appraisal of the plans and needs and

; o, utilization of the resources of Eublic/srate'
. J i : 1nstitutions .- R .

4 -53-
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é. : The-appraisal of the plans and needs and ;

— e e Lo uLLLzaLiQn of the ;esnu:cesJJLw I
: insr.itutious
f. ) The development of statewide enrollment
. N : projections. J
g. - The development of new academic program
) offerings in the state/public sector. «
h. . . The development of new academic program

offerings in the independent/private sector.

1. The distribution of state subsidies/allocations
* to students and/or institutions in the state/
public secior.
j. The distribution of state subsid! es/allocat.ons
to students and/or institutions in the
. independent/private sector. .
v k. Other (pledse specify) of
— '

. Which of the following types of data do the independent/private colleges prov*de
" the state agency responsible for postsecondary educational planning? Check‘those
which apply, using an "H" to indicate HEGIS data, "O" to indicate all othter. »

5
[

Routinely and Upon special

annually - request
T~ * a. Current enrollment -
b. Geographic origin of students
c. Ability descriptors of entering students /
: _ (ACT/SAT, rank {n high school) v/
| : S ' d. Information on student applications /admissions
" _ . N _ e. Enrollment projections - .
' . o \ f. Student aid data (specify)
\'ﬂ{' T ' ) g. Institutional finances
h. Information on existing degree programs
' i. Information on new degree programs '
- j. = Inventory of, and condition of, physical plant
k. Other (please specify)




Y i

‘o the 1ndeperident {nstitutions in your state need ap'proval from a state agency

- ,_._a., Coa

Comments:

Tooffer a new academic program at a degree level in which programs are
already offered? Ex;mple: The addition of new programs at the baccalaureate
degree level if prog¥ams are already offered at that level. Yes

No Name of agency ,

Comments: . X

"To offer a new degree level? Example: A coliege has been offering

baccalaureate degrees and desires tc offer master's degree programs.
Yes No
Name of -agency

IS

L

’
» -

Is thé excessive duplication of programs between public/state institutions and
independent/private institutions a major planning concern in your state?

Yes

a.

b.

No

\If yes, what actions have you taken to deal with the problem?

S

L —

N -
In evalugging needs for new degree programs in the public/state sector 6 a

ector? Yes . N o

~’§eview made of avai'lablg similar programs in the independent/private

cC.

.achieve the review?

If your answer to (b) was yes, what strategy or mechanism is utilized 1o -

™

-55-
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~

9.

/]
Does your state encourage the sharing of resources between the public and
lndopendem {nsttutions th rough specialized programs? .

__—_____,_‘._L____A._;m e e e N_O. - — - e e S __.: B

10.

If yes, please specity mechanism(s)

S

What does your agency or association perceive as the majcr issue(s) involved
{in the area of state planning for postsecondary education involving independent

- —dghrer-education in the next several years? {.e. what are thé major agenda
1tems which must be addressed? , -

~—

How successful do you feel the state's planning agency has been in 'eﬁectively
involving ine independent sector in state planning and policy development?

S

Successful ; Marginany Successful : Unsuccessful - -

Not a concern

Please comment on your response by c*ting positive and negatve factors
and influences:




A
1

Mt A

>
.

|
12. How successful do you feel the state's planning agency has been in planning
___{or the effective utilization of the independent sector resources in the best

“interest of the state?

Successful . Margtnally Q.accessful E Unsuccessful

Not a concern .

Please comment on your response by c.tinq positive and negative factors
and influences:

Thank you for your. assistance and please return the questionnaire and any supporting
" documents in the attached self-addressed envelope.
\ Jay L. Chronister, Assqciate Professor -
Center for the Study of Higher Education
Ruffner Hall
- University of Virginia
405 Emmet Street
: Charlonesville Vi rg*nia 22903

. fos7- T ' I
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.

INDEPENDENT COLLEGE ASSOCIATION RESPONDENTS

Aladbama
Arkansas
Cal ifoQia
Connecticut
Delaware
D.C.

Florida -
IMlinois

" "Indiana

Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky

Maryland .
Massachusetts

Michigan

- Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Nebraska

New Jersey
New Mexico

New York
North Carolina

Okio
Oklahoma

Oregon
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas .
Virginia
Mashington
West Virginia
Wisconsin.

- Council for the Advancement of Private Lolleges. |

L. in Alabsma

- Arkansas Council of Independent Colleges and
Universities :

- Association of Independent California Colleges and
Universities

- Connecticut Conference of Independent Colleges

~ Delaware Association of Independent COlleges .

- Consortium of Universities of the Kashington
Metropolitan Area

- Independent Colleges and Universities of Florida, Inc.

- Federation of Independent 111inois Colleges and ;
Universitfes

- Independent Colleges and Universities of ‘Indiana, Inc.

- lowa Association of Private Colleges and Universities

- Associated Independent Colleges of Kansas

- Council of Independent Kentucky Colleges and

" - Universities

- Maryland Independent Colleges and University

Association '
- Association of Independent Colleges and Universities:
in Hassachusetts -
- Independent €olleges and Universities of Hichigan
- Minnesota Private College Council
- Mississippi Association of Private CoIIeges

‘- Independent Colleges and Universities of Missouri

- Assocfation of Independent Colleges and Universities -
of Nebraska

- Association of Independent Colleges and Universities
in New Jersey

.- Council of Independent Colleges and Universities of.

New Mexico
. Commission on Independent CoIIeges and Universities

" . North Carolina Association of Independent Colleges

—~ -#nd Universities C

- Association of Independent.Colleges and Universities :
of Ohio .

- Oklahoma Association of Independent Colleges and
Universities

- Oregon Independent Colleges Association

- Pennsylvania Association of Colleges and Universities

- South Carolina Council, Inc.

- Tennessee Council of Private Colleges )

- Independent EoIIeges and Universities of Texas

- Council of Independent Colleges in Virginia

- Washington Friends of Higher Education )

- West Virginia Foundation of Independent Colleges, Inc

- Wisconsin Association of Independent Colleges and >

Universities «

-60- B o .
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Alabama
Alasks
Arizoma
Arkansas
California
Colorado
-Connecticut
Delawa re
D.C.
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
IN1inots
Indfana
Jowa
Kansas
| C Kentucky
| " Louisiana
| Mafne
Maryland
. Massachusetts
. Michigan ,

s - Minpesota

' Missouri
Montana
Nebraska

Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York

North Carolina
North Dakota

Ohio
Oklahoma

’ Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota

. l
L T T T T T T T T R T T O T T T T T T T S T T

PUBLIC RESPONDENTS TO SURVEY

Commission on Higher Education

Alaska Commission on Postsecondary Education

State Board of Regents

Department of Higher Education )

California Postsecondary Education Commission
Commission on Higher Education _ )
Board of Higher Education )
Delawsre Postsecondary Education Commission -
Commission qn Postsecondary ducation

Florida Department of Educ . .,
Georgia Postsecondary Education Commission .

State Postsecondary Education Commission

State Board of tducation

Board of Higher Education .

Commission for Higher Education

Board of Regents

Board of Regents -

Council on Higher Education

State Board of Regents : .
Postsecondary Education Cosmission of Haine e
Board for Higher Education . . . H -
Postsecondary Education CommiSs?on

‘ Department of Education

Higher Educatfon Coordinating Board - ' S
Department of Higher Education : .
Board of Regents of Higher Education )
Nebraska Coordinating Commission for Postsecondary
Education
Nevada Higher Education Commission”
New Hampshire Postsecondary Education Commission
Department of Higher Education :
Board of Educational Finance )
Office of Postsecondary Research, Information Systems;
and Institutional Aid, State Education Department
General Administration, University of North Carclina
Postsecondary Education Commission. Board of Higher
.Education -
Board of Regents ’ =
State Regents for Higher Education N
Oregon Educational Coordinating Commission ‘
State Department of Education
Bureau of Postsecondary Education
Commission on Higher Education
Board pof Regents . )

-6]-
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) Tennessee . TenneSSee H1gher Educatm,n Comm ss1on _. AT
Texas 1o e - cOordmat]ng Board Taxag Co'l'lege and Umvers1ty. S S
“';. cae. . System .. i . _ v s e
Utah p - /State Board o Regents‘ ~ 0 T : . * R
Vermont - .- < Higher Educatlon Planning Cormnsswn _ S
Vlrg1n1a. 3 State.Council -of Higher Education , - el :
-Ha-shington: “Council for Postsecondary Education: e TR
Wisconsin - Un1vers1‘ty of Wisconsin SR e
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